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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This Office Action is the answer to the communication filed on August 1 2, 2004, 
which paper has been placed of record in the file. 

2. Claim 1-20 are pending in this application. 

Response to Arguments/Amendment 

3. Applicants arguments with respect to claims 1-20 have been considered but are 
not persuasive. 

In the applicant's arguments regarding to claim 1 , page 9, paragraph 4, page 1 1 , 
paragraph 3, applicant stated that Campos does not teach "receiving into a computer 
system an incident report directly from a witness" and "wherein the authority is 
automatically selected by the computer system". Examiner respectfully disagrees. 
Campos discloses a new computer-aided dispatch system (CAD) allows the call-takers 
enter incident data on a computer screen, that information is electronically sent to a 
master computer, and then dispatched into a police officer's cruiser, a firefighter's truck 
or a paramedic's ambulance, depending on the nature of the call. Thus, the master 
computer dispatched the incident information into a police officer's cruiser, a firefighter's 
truck or a paramedic's ambulance, depending on the nature of the call, i.e. the master 
computer selects authority (a police officer's cruiser, a firefighter's truck or a 
paramedic's ambulance) to send the incident information. In Campos, a dispatcher 
decides what type of response is appropriate for the incident, the master computer is 
the one who selects authority and sends the incident information to the selected 
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authority. Moreover, Campos also teaches the CAD system is the ability to keep track of 
on-duty police officers and firefighters through the computer, a list on a computer shows 
the status of each officer, computer selects the nearest officer to send the incident 
information in case an officer is answering a call or eating lunch (see page 2). 
Therefore, Campos does teach the authority is automatically selected by the computer 
system. Noted that Campos is a secondary reference to support the limitation "wherein 
the authority is automatically selected by the computer system", thus Campos does not 
necessary to meet the limitation "receiving into a computer system an incident report 
directly from a witness" already teaches by the primary reference (Maier reference). 

Moreover, applicant stated in page 10 that examiner failed to establish a prima 
facie case obviousness. Examiner respectfully disagrees. Examiner strongly believes 
that examiner satisfied three criteria in order to establish the requisite prima facie case 
of obviousness: 

(1) there must be some suggestion or motivation, either in the references 
themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art, to 
modify the reference or combine their teachings. The suggestion or motivation provided 
by examiner in the rejection comes from the Campos reference itself, Campos teaches 
that the CAD system save loads of time because before CAD, when a call-taker 
receives a call, he actually has to hand write the information and then physically stands 
up and walks that card to the appropriate dispatch position (see abstract). Thus, the aid 
of CAD system save loads of time, therefore, it is obvious that the authority can quickly 
receives the incident information in order to solve the ongoing crimes. 
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(2) there must be a reasonable expectation of success. With the aid of CAD 
system in Campos, the call-takers enter incident data on to a computer screen, that 
information is electronically sent to a master computer, and then dispatched into a 
police officer's cruiser, a firefighter's truck or a paramedic's ambulance, thus the CAD 
system save loads of time because the call-takers do not have to hand write the 
information, physically stand up and walk that card to the appropriate dispatch position 
(see abstract). 

(3) the prior art reference (or combination of references) must teach or suggest 
all the claim limitations. Maier discloses the steps of: receiving into a computer system 
an incident report directly from a witness who observed an incident; and prompting the 
witness to provide certain types of information about the incident (Maier, pages 1 , 3; 
web pages allow citizens with computers at home fill out incident reports). Campos 
discloses selecting an authority to whom the incident report should be sent, wherein the 
authority is selected based at least in part on information provided by the witness and 
sending the incident report to the selected authority so that the authority can respond to 
the incident report (see entire documents, the computer-aided dispatch (CAD) system 
automatically selects the authority depending on the nature of the call of the witness 
and sends the incident information the selected authority such as a police officer's 
cruiser, a firefighter's truck or a paramedic's ambulance). Therefore, the combination of 
references Maier and Campos teach all the claim limitations. 

Applicant stated in page 1 1 , paragraph 2 that Examiner uses hindsight 
reconstruction to pick and choose among isolated disclosure in the prior art to 
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deprecate the claimed invention. Examiner respectfully disagrees. The primary 
reference Maier teaches that the witness can submit an incident report by filling out the 
report into the computer connected to the Internet. Thus, the incident report is entered 
into the computer system directly by the witness. The secondary reference Campos 
teaches that the call-takers enter the incident reports into the computer system on 
behalf of the witness, i.e., the incident report is entered into the computer system 
indirectly by the witness, the computer system selects the authority to send the incident 
report. Thus, the two references Maier and Campos are proper to combine. Therefore, 
teaching or suggestion to make the claimed combination and the reasonable 
expectation of success both be found in the prior arts of Maier and Campos, not based 
on the applicant's disclosure. 

Examiner withdraws the alternative rejection stated in the previous office action 
using Rodriguez and Stockweather references because examiner believes that Maier 
and Campos is strong enough rejection. Therefore, examiner does not reply upon the 
Rodriguez and Stockweather references. 

In conclusion, for the reasons stated above, the obviousness rejection based 
upon the combination of Maier and Campos is proper, therefore, examiner decides to 
maintain the rejection using Maier and Campos references as described in the previous 
office action (also see details below) and make this office action FINAL. 
4. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a). 
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A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 1-8, 11, 17, and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Scott Maier, the Seattle Post Intelligencer, in view of Carlos Campos, 
The Atlanta Journal-Constitution. 

Regarding to claim 1 , Maier discloses a computer-based method of collecting 
and processing incidents observed by witnesses comprising the steps of: receiving into 
a computer system an incident report directly from a witness who observed an incident; 
and prompting the witness to provide certain types of information about the incident 
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(Maier, pages 1, 3; web pages allow citizens with computers at home fill out incident 
reports). 

Maier does not disclose selecting an authority to whom the incident report 
should be sent, wherein the authority is selected based at least in part on information 
provided by the witness and wherein the authority is automatically selected by the 
computer system based on information entered into the incident report by the witness; 
and sending the incident report to the selected authority so that the authority can 
respond to the incident report. However, Campos discloses selecting an authority to 
whom the incident report should be sent, wherein the authority is selected based at 
least in part on information provided by the witness and sending the incident report to 
the selected authority so that the authority can respond to the incident report (see entire 
documents, the computer-aided dispatch (CAD) system automatically selects the 
authority depending on the nature of the call of the witness and sends the incident 
information the selected authority such as a police officer's cruiser, a firefighter's truck 
or a paramedic's ambulance). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one with 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the features 
taught by Campos above with Maier for the purpose of time consuming because the 
authority is automatically selected by the computer system, thus providing the authority 
with timely information that can be utilized to quickly solve the ongoing crimes. 

Regarding to claim 2, Maier discloses the incident being selected from the group 
consisting of a criminal act, a legal violation, a sale of a defective product, and a 
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rendering of an unsatisfactory service (page 1, drug dealers, murdered; page 3, illegal 
sale of guns to youths, being raped, robbed, stabbed, beaten, murdered). 

Regarding to claim 3, Maier does not directly teach prompting the witness to 
enter into the incident report identification information identifying the offender. However, 
Maier teaches citizens can file online crime reports using the web page. Moreover, it is 
well known to include the identification information identifying the offender in the crime 
report. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to include the identification the offender in the crime report 
in Maier crime reports for the purpose of providing the offender information to the 
authority, in order to assist the authority to solve crimes. 

Regarding to claims 4-6, Maier and Campos do not disclose receiving additional 
identification information identifying the offender and adding the additional identification 
information to the incident report; the additional information being obtained by searching 
files accessible by the computer system or receiving from the authority based on the 
identification information entered by the witness. However, it is well known in the art to 
receive additional information about the offender by searching the computer system or 
receiving from the authority. For example, a police officer can obtain more information 
about the offender by searching the computer database or receives from the other 
resource such as individuals, groups of influence in the community or organizations, 
etc.... Therefore, it would have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to include the feature above in Maier modified by Campos 
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for the purpose of providing more information about the offender in order to quickly 
solve ongoing crimes. 

Regarding to claims 7-8, Maier and Campos does not disclose the authority is an 
agency selected from the group consisting of a local police department, a local 
prosecutors office, the Federal Bureau of Investigation, the Central Intelligence Agency, 
a governmental agency rather than an individual agent representing the agency. 
However, transmitting an incident report depends on the type and how serious of the 
incident to the selected agency from different agencies such as a local police 
department, a local prosecutors office, the Federal Bureau of Investigation, the Central 
Intelligence Agency, a governmental agency, is well known in the art of handling the 
crime incidents in the United State of America. Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
one with ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to include the 
feature above in Maier modified by Campos for the purpose of providing more efficiency 
in solving ongoing crimes. 

Regarding to claim 1 1 , Maier discloses incident reports from a plurality of 
different witnesses are received in the computer system (Maier, pages 1 , 3; web pages 
allow citizens with computers at home fill out incident reports). 

Claims 17, 18 contain the same limitations found in claims (1, 3), 7, respectively, 
therefore are rejected by the same rationale. 

7. Claims 9, 10, 12-16, 19, and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Scott Maier, the Seattle Post Intelligencer, in view of Carlos Campos, 
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The Atlanta Journal-Constitution, and further in view of Colgan, U.S. Patent No. 
5,510,978. B ~ 

Regarding to claims 9,10, Colgan discloses the features not taught by Maier and 
Campos, receiving into the computer system an action report from the authority 
explaining the action the authority took in response to the incident report and storing the 
action report along with the incident report in a file accessible by the computer system 
(column 17, lines 31-50). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one with ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to include the feature above in Maier 
modified by Campos for the purpose of providing more convenient to the authority to 
access the crime information in the computer system in order to assist the authority to 
solve crimes. 

Regarding to claims 12-14, Colgan discloses the features not taught by Maier 
and Campos, storing the incident reports in a searchable database, permitting persons 
to access the searchable database to view the incident reports (column 16, lines 25-55), 
and receiving additional incident information from the persons that access the 
searchable database and adding the additional incident information to the incident 
reports to assist the authorities to solve crimes (column 17, lines 9-22). Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to include the features above in Maier modified by Campos for the purpose 
of for the purpose of providing more convenient to the authority to retrieve crime 
information in the computer system in order to assist the authority to solve crimes. 
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Regarding to claims 15,16, Maier, Campos and Colgan do not disclose sending 
The additional identification information to the witness and prompting the witness to 
update the incident report based on the additional identification information. However, 
contacting the witness to receiving more information about the offender is well known, 
moreover, conventional electronic message allows people to send and receive 
messages over the computer network. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one 
with ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to include the feature 
above with Maier modified by Campos and Colgan for the purpose of allowing the 
witness to receive and update information in order to assist the authority to solve 
crimes. 

Claims 19, 20 contains the same limitations found in claims 9, (1, 3, 7, 9, 12), 
respectively, therefore, are rejected by the same rationale. 

Conclusion 

8. Claims 1-20 are rejected. 

9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to examiner Nga B. Nguyen whose telephone number is 
(703) 306-2901 . The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday from 
9:00AM-6:00PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Hyung S. Sough can be reached on (703) 308-0505. 
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Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding-shoxitd"be _ a1rected to the Group receptionist whose telephone number is 
(703) 306-1113. 

10. Any response to this action should be mailed to: 

Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks 
C/o Technology Center 3600 
Washington, DC 20231 

Or faxed to: 

(703) 872-9326 (for formal communication intended for entry), 

or 

(703) 308-3691 (for informal or draft communication, please label 
"PROPOSED" or "DRAFT"). 

Hand-delivered responses should be brought to Crystal Park 5, 2451 Crystal 
Drive, Arlington, VA, Seventh Floor (Receptionist). 



Nga B. Nguyen 
November 10, 2004 



